Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor

Final Visual and Aesthetic Impact Analysis Report

GOMETRO







WEST SANTA ANA BRANCH TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT

Final

Visual and Aesthetic Impact Analysis Report

Prepared for:

Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority

wp

WSP USA, Inc.

444 South Flower Street
Suite 800

Los Angeles, California 90071

July 2021






Author(s)

AUTHOR(S)

Terry A. Hayes, AICP
Teresa Li, AICP

Allyson Dong






Table of Contents

TABLE OF CONTENTS
T INTRODUCTION....ccctiirtieruirseecsursssesssesssansssessssssssessssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssssssns 1-1
1.1 Study BaCKGrOUNG..........ccoiiiiiiiiiiii e 11....
1.2  Alternaives Evaluation, Screening, and Selection Process..............cccccce...... 1-1
1.3  Report Purpose and StHUCULE............ii i 1-2..
1.4  General BaCkgroUNnd..........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 1-3...
1.5  MethOUOIOQY....ccoeeeiiiiieie et 1-3....
2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION ...cuuiiriieruinsuerssenssunssessssnsssnsssessssssssesssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssessassassss 2-]
2.1 GeographiC SECUONS.......cuuuiueii ettt e e e e e e e e e eeeeen 25....
211 NOIMhErN SECHON.......ciiiiiiieeei e 25...
21.2 SOULhErN SECHON........cciiiiiiii e 26...
2.2 NO BUIld ARRBINALIVE ... 26....
2.3 BUIld AREINALIVES ... ..t e et eeeeees 29....
231 Proposed Alignment Configuration for the Build Alternatives......... 29
2.3.2 Alternative 1: Los Angeles Union Station to Pioneer Station........ 2-12
2.3.3  Alternative 2: 7th Street/Metro Center to Pioneer Station............. 2-15
234 Alternative 3: Slauson/A (Blue) Line to Pioneer Station............... 2-15
2.3.5 Alternative 4:{105/C (Green) Line to Pioneer Statian.................. 2-15
2.3.6 DESIGN OPLIONS. ....eviiiiiieee ettt e e e e eeees 2-16.
2.3.7 Maintenance and Storage Facility................uiiiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiineeee, 2:16
3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK ......corvirirruinrunsrensuisrensuisessuesesssessesssesssessesssessessssssssssessassnes 3-1
3L FEAETAL ... 3-l.....
3.1.1 National Historic Preservation Act Section 1Q6................cceeeveeenns 31
I S - L= S ST PPRPI 32......
3.2.1 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) State Scenic
Highways Program..............eeiiiiioiiiiiiiii e 32..
3.3 REQIONAL ...t 32.....
3.31 Metro Rail Design Criteria (MRDC)...........uoiiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 3:2
3.3.2 Metro Art Program POICY..........ccoiviiimiiiiiiieee e 32.
3.3.3 Metro Standard/Directive Drawings..........ccouuviiiiiieeiiiemiiiiiiinnneeeenn 32
3.34 Metro Sysemwide Station Design Standards............cccccvviiiiineeeen. 32
Bi4  LOCAL .. e 33......
34.1 City of Los Angeles General Plan............ccccociiiiiiiiiiiiiie 33
3.4.2 Los Angeles County General Plan 2035............cccooovieiiiiiiiiiiiiinnen, 34
3.4.3 City ofHuntington Park General Plan..............ccccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiineeee, 36
3.4.4 City of Vernon General Plan.............cccccvviiiiiicie e 3:7.
3.45 City of Bell 2030 General Plan............coouviiiiiiiineiiiiiiiie e 341
3.4.6 City of Cudahy 2040 General Plan.............ccccvvviiiiiniieeeiiieeiinn 38
3.4.7 City of Soth Gate General Plan 2035..........ccccooovviiiiiiiiiinieeeiie, 338
3.4.8 City of Downey Vision 2025..........ccooiieiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 3-10
3.4.9 Rancho Business Center Specific Plan..............ccccvvvvviiiiiineeeenn. 3:11
3.4.10 City of Paramount General Plan..............ccccovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 3:11
3.4.11 City of Bellflower General Plan...............cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeees 3:11
3.4.12 City of Atesia General Plan 2030.............cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 3:12
3.4.13 City of Cerritos General Plan............ccoouuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 312
3.4.14 Municipal Codes of Jurisdictions along Project Corridor............... 3-13

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project

FinalVisual and Aesthetic Impact Analysis Report July 20211



Table of Contents

4 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT/EXISTING CONDITIONS..... 4-1
4.1 General VBUal SELHING .......coii i 4:1...
4.2 SCENIC VISTAS....ciiiiiiiiiei ettt ettt e e e e e e e e 4-2.....
4.3 SCENIC RESOUICES.....uuiiieeiiiieiiit ettt e e e e e eeed 4-15..
4.4  Visual Character and QUAIITY...........ovviieiiiiiiii e 4:18

441 Visual Character and Quality along Alternative.l...............c..c..... A-24
4.4.2 Visual Character and Quality along Alternative.2........................s 443
4.4.3  Visual Character and Quality along Alternative.3..............c......... 4-46
4.4.4 Visual Character and Quality along Alternative.4........................s 446
445 Visual Character and Quality around MSF Site Options............... 446
I T | o | PSPPSR PP P PPPPPPPPPPPPPY 448....
45.1 SEALION ATCAS .. ..o et A8
45.2 Lighting at MSF Site OPtiONS........cooveeiiiiiiiiiiieee e 450
A6 GlArE ... e 4-50....

5 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS/ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES........ccccecerrueruennees 5-1
5.1  NO BUIld AREINELIVE ......ooiiiiiiiii e 52....
5.2 ABINALIVE L...oiiiiiii e 52.....

521 Downtown LowRise and MidRiseLandscape Unit.......................... 5-3
5.2.2 Industrial Landscape UNit..........ccoovvimiiiiiiinieeiiiiiiii e 3.
5.2.3 Industrial and Residential Landscape Unit.................ceeiiieeiiinnnns 525
524 Residential Landscape UNit..............uuiiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiine e 539
5.2.5 Suburban Residemdl and Industrial Landscape Unit..................... 5-39
5.2.6 Suburban Residential Landscape Unit.............coovvviiiiinneeiiiiennnnns 5:60
LR T AN 1 (=T F= U1V = 5:75...
531 Downtown Mid-Rise and HighRise Landscape Unit...................... 5-75
53.2 Industrial Landscape UNit...........cooveviiiiiiiineiiiiiiiiii e 580
5.4 ABINALIVE 3. e 580...
5.5  ABINALIVE 4....ooiiiee e 5381...
5.6 DESIGN OPLIONS.....uiiiiiiiiiiitti ettt 582..
5.6.1 DeSigN OPLION Le.....coi e 582
5.6.2 DeSIgN OPLION 2.t 583
5.7 Maintenance and Storage FaCility............ccourmiiiiiiiininiiiiiiei e 583
571 Paramount MSF Site OPtiONL.........coviririiiiiiiie e 583
5.7.2 Bellflower MSF 38 OPLiON..........uuuiiiiieeiiiiiiiiiie e 584

6 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT DETERMINATION 6-1

6.1  Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?....... 6-1
6.1.1 NO Project AIREINAtiVE ..........ouuueiiiieeiiiiie e 6-1..
6.1.2 AREINALIVE L. oot e e eenes 6-1...
6.1.3 AREINALIVE 2.t e e 62...
6.1.4 ALEBINALIVE 3. . it 62...
6.1.5 ALEINALIVE 4. .t 62...
6.1.6 DeSIgN OPLIONS......vvviiiiieeeieiiiiiiiie et e e e e eeeens ) 6:3...
6.1.7 Maintenance and Storage Facility...............uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 6:3

6.2  Would the Project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but

not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a

state SCeNIC NIGNWAY2........ooo e 6:3...
6.2.1 NO Project Alternative.............uuieeeieiiiiiiiiiiie e B3
6.2.2 ALEBINALIVE L. .t eeeeeenes 64...

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project

ii [ July 2021

FinalVisual and Aesthetic Impact Analysis Report



Table of Contents

6.2.3 AILEINALIVE 2. e e 64...
6.2.4  AEINALIVE 3. .. 64...
6.2.5 AIEINALIVE 4. et 64...
6.2.6 DeSIgN OPLIONS....ccvviiiiiieeeeieiiiiiiie e e e e e e e eeens 6:5...
6.2.7 Maintenance and Storage Facility.............couvuiiniiiiiiiiiiiii e 6:5

6.3 In non-urbanized areas, would the Project substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings? If the Project is in an urbanized area, would the Project
conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic

GUAITEY 2. ettt ettt et 65.....
6.3.1 NO Project Alternative............uuuiiiieeiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee e 6:5..
6.3.2 AIEINALIVE L. i e e eeees 646...
6.3.3 AIEINALIVE 2.t e e eeees 67....
6.3.4  AEINALIVE 3. . 68...
6.3.5 AIEINALIVE 4.t e e eeees 69...
6.3.6 DeESIGN OPLIONS....ceiiiiiiiiiee et 6-10.
6.3.7 Maintenance and Storage Faityl.............ccooevvviiiiiniieiiiiiiiiiie 610
6.4  Would the Project create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime viewsthe area?............................! 6:11
6.4.1 NO Project AIREINALIVE ..........ouuuuiiiieeeiiiiii e 6-11
6.4.2 AREINALIVE L.ooeeiiei e e e 6:11.
6.4.3 ARBINALIVE 2..iei i e 6:12.
6.4.4 ARBINALIVE 3..oeei e e 6:13.
6.4.5 AREINALIVE 4...eeiee e e 6:14.
6.4.6 DeESIGN OPLIONS. ...ceviiiiiiiiie ettt 6-15.
6.4.7 Maintenance and Storage Facility.............couvviiiiinniiiiiiiiiiiiie, 6-16
7 CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS.....cccevrurernensersnnssaessaesssas 7-1
7.1 CONSHrUCHON ACHVILIES....ciuui e e e e e e e 7:1...
7.2 Construction MethOdOlOY..........ceuiiiiiiiiiiie et 7-1...
A T O] o 1 1 U o1 1o TN 1 4] 0= Tox £= PN 7-1...
7.3.1 Visual Character and QUIY................cccoevvvmiiiiinnineeeiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeenn 7L
7.4  California Environmental Quality Act Determinatian.................eeeeiiieeeiennns 7-15
7.4.1  Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
Y] £ PSP PP PP PPPUPPPPPPPPRPRY €1 X

7.4.2 Would the Project substantially damage scenic resources,

including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and

historic buildings within a state scenic highway?.......................... 717
7.4.3 In non-urbanized areas, would the Project substantially degrade

the existing visual character or quality of public views of the sit

and its surroundings? If the Project is in an urbanized area,

would the Project conflict with applicable zoning and other

regulations governing scenic quality?............ccouvviviiinineeeeeeieinnnnnn. 7:19
7.4.4  Would the Project create a new source of substantial light or

glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the

2L T PP UOPPRTRRPSPPPTTRRRRY £7.2C I

8 PROJECT MEASURES AND MITIGATION MEASURES..... 8-1
8.1  PrOJECE MEBASUIES.. ..ottt e s 8:1....
8.1.1 (@] 01=T 7= 1[0 o H PP PUPPPPPPPTRt 8-1....

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project

FinalVisual and Aesthetic Impact Analysis Report July 2021 iii



Table of Contents

8.2 Mitigation MEASUIES.........cciiiiiiiiiii e 8-1....
8.2.1 OPEIALION ...ttt 8-1....
8.2.2 CONSITUCTION. ...t e e e e 8:2...

9 REFERENCES......uuueiiiiiiiiiinnnnntiiiccsssssssnsssssisssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsssss 9-1

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project

iv | July 2021 FinalVisual and Aesthetic Impact Analysis Report



Table of Contents

Tables
Table 2.1. No Build Alternative Existing Transportation Network and Planned

[ g o]V =T 4 1T o £ PR 2-0......
Table 2.2. Summary of Build Alterna#iVCOmMPONENTS..........covieiiiiiiiiiiie e 29
Table 3.1. City of Los Angeles Visual Quality and Aesthetic Goals, Objectives, and

P OLICIES e 34......
Table 3.2. Los Angeles County General Plan Visual Quality and Aesthetic Goals and

POLICIES .. 35......

Table 3.3. City of Huntington Park Visual Quality and Aesthetic Goals and Palicies......3-7

Table 3.4. City of Bell 2030 General Plan Visual Character and Aesthetic Objectives and
POLICIES e e 38......

Table 3.5. City of Cudahy 2040 General Plan Visual Character and Aesthetic Objectives
AN POLICIES. ... 38......

Table 3.6. City of South Gate General Plan 2035 Visual Character and Aesthetic Goals,
Objectives, and POHCIES. ..........uuiiiei e 39....

Table 3.7. Downey Vision 2025 Visual Character and Aesthetic Goals and Programs.3-10
Table 3.8. City of Paramount General Plan Visual Character and Aesthetic.Policy......3-11
Table 3.9. City of Bellflower General Plan Relevant Visual Character and Aesthetic

GOAaIS AN POIICIES. ...ttt e e e e e e eeeen 3-11...
Table 3.10. City of Artesia General Plan 2030 Visual Character and Aesthetic Goals and

POLICIES e e 312....
Table 3.11. City of Cerritos General Plan Visual Character and Aesthetic Goals and

POLICIES . e 312....
Table 4.1. Existing Sceni@Bources in the Affected Area..........ccoovvviiiiiiiiiiiiieiee 4-15
Table 4.2. Existing Visual Character, Scenic Resources, and Visual Quality, by

=T oo (=Yox= o= 2N UL o P 4:19...
Table5.1 Project Component Estimated Heights............ooooeiiiiiiiiiii e 5:1.
Table 5.2. Project Components’ Effects on Visual Character, Viewer Sensitivity, and

Visual Quality— Downtown LowRise and MidRise Landscape Unit.................cccceeeenne 54
Table 5.3 Project Components’ Effects on Visual Character, Viewer Sensitivity, and

Visual Quality dndustrial Landscape UNit..........cooouriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e hS8.
Table 5.4. Project Components’ Effects on Visual Character, Viewer Sensitivity, and

Visual Quality ndustrial and Residential Landscape Unit.................cccovvvviinnnnnnnn. 527
Table 5.5. Project Components’ Effects on Visual Character, Viewer Sensitivity, and

Visual Quality -Residential Landscape Unit.............ccooivimiiiiiiiinieeiiiiiii e 540
Table 5.6. Project Components’ Effects on Visual Character, Viewer Sensitivity, and

Visual Quality -Suburban Residential and Industrial Landscape Unit..................... 5-48
Table 5.7. Project Component Effects on Visual Character, Viewer Sensitivity, and

Visual Quality -Suburban Residential Landscape Unit.................ociiiineeeiiiiinnnnnnnnn. 561
Table 5.8. Project Components’ Effects on Visual Character, Viewer Sensitivity, and

Visual Quality -DowntownMid-Rise and HighRise Landscape Unit........................ 5-77

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project

FinalVisual and Aesthetic Impact Analysis Report July 2021 v



Table of Contents

Figures
Figure 21. Project AREINALIVES.........ooeieii e e e e eeees 22....
Figure 22. Project Alignment by Alignment TYPe......oovieiii i 24.
Figure 23. NOMhern SECHOM. ... ..coiue e e e ee e 25...
Figure 24. SOUthern SECHON...........u i e e e 246....
Figure 25. Fre@WaY CrOSSINGS. .. . uuu e eeeieeeiitiia e e e eeeeestnas e e e e e e e et e e e e e eennnnnas 2-10..
Figure 26. Existing Rail Righdf-Way Ownership and Relocation...............ccccoooveeiiennnnns 2-11
Figure 27. Maintenance and Storage Facility Options..............oiiiieeiiiiiiiiiiie e 2:17
Figure 41. Views and Visual Character from Union Station to 6th Street....................... 4-3
Figure 42. Views and Visual Character from Figueroa Street to Los Angeles Street.....44
Figure 43. Views and Visual Character from 6th Street to 16th StreeL............ccccvvvennnn. 45
Figure 44. Views and Visual Character from 16th Street to 48th Street........................456
Figure 45. Views and Visual Character from 48th Street to Santa Fe Avenue............... 4-7
Figure 46. Views and Visual Character from Pacific Boulevard to Florence Avenue......4-8
Figure 47. Views and Visual lGaracter from Florence Avenue to Firestone Boulevard....4-9
Figure 48. Views and Visual Character from Southern Avenue-10% Freeway............... 4-10
Figure 49. Views and Visual Character Paramount Boulevard/Rosecrans Avenue to

Lakewood BOUIBVAIT..........coouiiiiiiieeeceeee e 4:11..
Figure 410. Views and Visual Character from Lakewood Boulevard to Bellflower

BOUIBVAI.......oceiiiieeei e AEL 2
Figure 411. Views and Visual Character from Woodruff Avenue to Gridley Road/183rd

Y =T PP PPPTRPPPI 4-13.....
Figure 412. Views and Visual Character from Gridley Road/183rd Street to South

Y =T PRSP 4-14.....
Figure 413, Landscape Units North of Florence Avenue/Salt Lake Avenue................. 4-22
Figure 414. Landscape Units South of Florence Avenue/Salt Lake Avenue................ 4-23
Figure 51. Existing and Proposed Views 610 Freeway, looking North at Long Beach

AVEINUE ...t e 5:24....
Figure 52. Existing and Proposed Views at Atlantic Avenue, looking East towards

Proposed FireStone Station Ara..........cuuuuuuiiii e 5-26.
Figure 53. Existing and Proposed Views of Long Beach Avenue, looking South towards

53rd Street Pedestrian Bridge...........coooieiiiiiiiiiiiis e 5:37.
Figure 54. Existing and Proposed Views of Salt Lake Avenue at Huntington Park

Community Center, 100KING SOULN..........coiiiiiiiii e 538
Figure 55. Existing and Proposed Views of Randolph Street at Miles Avenue, looking

T PP 541.....
Figure 56. Existing and Proposed Views of Downey Avenue, looking South............... 559
Figure 57. Existing and Rposed Views of Bellflower Boulevard, looking East from

Bellflower BiKe Trall...... ..o 5-73...
Figure 58. Existing and Proposed Views at Reer Boulevard, looking Southwest

towards Proposed Pioneer Station ALBaL..........ooveeuiiiiieiii e 574

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project

vi | July 2021 FinalVisual and Aesthetic Impact Analysis Report



Acronyms and Abbreviations

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Acronyms
AA
BNSF
BRT
Caltrans
CEQA
CFR
EIR

EIS
FHWA
FTA
HCM
HSR

|-

LA
LADWP
LAUS
LED
LRT
LRTP
LRVs
Metro
MRDC
MSF
National Register
NEPA
NOP
ocCs
OCTA
PEROW
ROW
SCAG

Definition

Alternatives Analysis

Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad
Bus Rapid Transit

California Department of Transpotation
California Environmental Quality Act
Code of Federal Regulations
Environmental Impact Report
Environmental Impact Statement
Federal Highway Administration
Federal Transit Administration
Historic-Cultural Monument
High-Speed Rail

Interstate

Los Angeles

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
Los Angeles Union Station
Lighting-emitting diode

Light Rail Transit

Long Range Transportation Plan

Light Rail Vehicles

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Metro Rail Design Criteria
Maintenance and Storage Facility
National Register of Historic Places
National Environmental Policy Act
Notice of Preparation

Overhead Catenary System

Orange County Transportation Authority
Pacific Electric Rightof-Way
Right-of-Way

Southern California Association of Governments

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project

FinalVisual and Aesthetic Impact Analysis Report July 2021 vii



Acronyms and Abbreviations

Acronyms
SR
TPSS
TRS
UPRR
WSAB

Definition

State Route

Traction Power Substation
Technical Refinement Sudy
Union Pacific Railroad
West Santa Ana Branch

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project

viii | July 2021

FinalVisual and Aesthetic Impact Analysis Report



1 Introduction

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1  Study Background

The West Santa Ana Branch (WSAB) Transit Corridor (Project) is a proposed light rail transit
(LRT) line that would extend from four possible northern termini irsoutheast Los Angeles
(LA) County to a southern terminus in the City of Artesia, traversing densely populated, fow
income, and heavily transitdependent communities. The Project would provide reliable,

fixed guideway transit service that would increase fitity and connectivity for historically
underserved, transidependent, and environmental justice communities; reduce travel times
on local and regional transportation networks; and accommodate substantial future
employment and population growth.

1.2  Alternatives Evaluation, Screening, and Selection Process

A wide range of potential alternatives have been considered and screened through the
alternatives analysis processes. In March 2010, the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) initiated the &cific Electric Rightef-Way (PEROW)/WSAB
Alternatives Analysis (AA) Study (SCAG 2013) in coordination with the relevant cities,
Orangeline Development Authority (now known as EeRapid Transit), the Gateway Cities
Council of Governments, the Los Angelesdtinty Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(Metro), the Orange County Transportation Authority, and the owners of the rigbt-way
(ROW) other than the PEROW-Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), BNSF Railway, and the
Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. The AA Study evaluated a wide variety of transit
connections and modes for a broader 3#ile corridor from Union Station in downtown Los
Angeles to the City of Santa Ana in Orange County. In February 2013, SCAG completed the
PEROW/WSAB Corridor Alternatives Analsis Report and recommended two LRT
alternatives for further study: West Bank 3 and the East Bank.

Following completion of the AA, Metro completed the WSAB Technical Refinement Study in
2015 focusing on the design and feasibility of five key issue arekmsg the 19mile portion of
the WSAB Transit Corridor within LA County:

Access to Union Station in downtown Los Angeles
Northern Section Options

Huntington Park Alignment and Stations

New Metro C (Green) Line Station

Southern Terminus at Pioneer Station irArtesia

X X X X X

In September 2016, Metro initiated the WSAB Transit Corridor Environmental Study with
the goal of obtaining environmental clearance of the Project under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NER

Metro issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on May 25, 2017, with a revised NOP issued on
June 14, 2017, extending the comment period. In June 2017, Metro held public scoping
meetings in the Cities of Bellflower, Los Angeles, South Gate, and Huntington Park. Metro

1 nitial concepts evaluated in the SCAG report included transit connections and modes for then8# corridor from Union
Station in downtown Los Angeles to the City of Santa Ana. Modes included low speed magnetic levitation (maglev) heavy rail,
light rail, and bus rapid transit (BRT).

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project

FinalVisual and Aesthetic Impact Analysis Report July 2021 1-1



1 Introduction

provided Project updates and information to stakeholders with the intent to receive
comments and questions through a comment period that ended in August 2017. A total of
1,122 comments were received during the public scoping period from Maydhgh August
2017. The comments focused on concerns regarding the Northern Alignment options, with
specific concerns related to potential impacts to Alameda Street with an aerial alignment.
Given potential visual and construction issues raised through publcoping, additional
Northern Alignment concepts were evaluated.

In February 2018, the Metro Board of Directors approved further study of the alignment in
the Northern Section due to community input during the 2017 scoping meetings. A second
alternativesscreening process was initiated to evaluate the original four Northern Alignment
options and four new Northern Alignment concepts. The Final Northern Alignment
Alternatives and Concepts Updated Screening Regscompleted in May 2018 (Metro 2018b).
The alternatives were further refined and, based on the findings of the second screening
analysis and the input gathered from the public outreach meetings, the Metro Board of
Directors approved Build Alternatives E and G for further evaluation (now referrexas
Alternatives 1 and 2, respectively, in this report).

On July 11, 2018, Metro issued a revised and recirculated CEQA NOP, thereby initiating a
scoping comment period. The purpose of the revised NOP was to inform the public of the
Metro Board’s decisia to carry forward Alternatives 1 and 2 into the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR). During the scoping period, one
agency and three public scoping meetings were held in the Cities of Los Angeles, Cudahy,
and Bellflower. The meetings provided Project updates and information to stakeholders with
the intent to receive comments and questions to support the environmental process. The
comment period for scoping ended orugust 24, 2018; over 250 comments were received.

Following the July 2018 scoping period, a number of Project refinements were made to
address comments received, including additional grade separations, removing certain
stations with low ridership, and removing the Bloomfield extension option. The Metro Balar
adopted these refinements to the project description at their November 2018 meeting.

1.3  Report Purpose and Structure

This Impact Analysis Report examines the environmental effects of the Project as it relates to
visual quality and aestheticsThe report isorganized intonine sections:

Section 1 -ntroduction

Section 2 —Project Description

Section 3 —-Regulatory Framework

Section 4 -Affected Environment / Existing Conditions

Section 5 —-Environmental Impacts / Environmental Consequences
Section 6 —California Environmental Quality Act Determination
Section 7 —-Construction Impacts

Section 8 —Project Measures and Mitigation Measures

Section 9 -References

X X X X X X X X X

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project
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1 Introduction

1.4  General Background

Visual and aesthetic impact assessments generally deal with the issue of coftoaghe

degree to which elements of the environment differ visually. This contrast or difference may
be perceived as neutral, beneficial, or adverse. Aesthetic features occur in a diverse array of
environments, ranging from urban centers to rural regionand wildlands. Scenic vistgs

scenic resourceslighting, and glarecontribute to the aesthetic character of an identified area.

Scenic vistas are views considered to be aesthetically pleasing and unique to the area and
generally include panoramic viewsssociated with a large geographic area for which the field
of view can be wide and extend into the distance. Panoramic views are typically associated
with vantage points that provide a sweeping geographic orientation not commonly available
and can include views of urban skylines, mountain ranges, or large bodies of water (such as
the ocean). Public access to these views is typically from public ROWSs, parklands, and other
publicly-owned sites.

Scenic resources are areas, features, and sites that contribute to the distinct character of an
area. Scenic resources may include natural or urban features. Natural features can include
open space, native or ornamental vegetation/landscaping, topographic or geologic features,
and natural water sources. Urban features can include structures of architectural or historic
significance or visual prominence; public plazas; art or gardens; heritage oaks and other trees
or landscaping protected by the city; and park areas. Projegtated visual effects on historic
resources & discussed in the West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Projectitional

Cultural Properties and Tribal Cultural Resources Impact Analysis Report (Méeting. 202

Scenic vistas and views of scenic resources may vary depending on elements in the Igpelsca
(e.g., terrain, vegetation, and buildings that can block views of objects). Generally, the closer a
resource is to the viewer, the more dominant and visible it is to the viewer. To identify the
importance of views within the Affected Areas, views aretegorized as foreground, middle
ground, or background. Although the distances defining foreground, middle ground, and
background views may vary depending on the geographic region and terrain, foreground views
are typically defined as views that are gendydess than 0.5 miles from the viewer, middle
ground views generally extend from the foreground zone to approximately three to five miles,
and background views typically extend from the middle ground to the limit of visibility.

Light and glare are typiddy associated with outdoor artificial light during the evening and
nighttime hours. Glare may also be a daytime occurrence caused by the reflection of sunlight
or artificial light from highly polished surfaces, such as window glass and reflective cladding
materials, and may interfere with the safe operation of a motor vehicle on adjacent streets.

Visual character of an area is generally described by the topography, land uses, scale, form,
materials, natural resources found within the aredighting, and glare

1.5 Methodology

The Affected Area for the purposes of evaluating visual and aesthetic effects consists of the
viewsheds for the Build Alternatives. A viewshed is a geographical area that is normally
visible from an observer’s location, including all suounding points that are in lineof-sight

with the location. Viewsheds are typically limited to the screening and obstruction effects of
vegetation, terrain, or structures. For this analysis, viewsheds include locations that are likely
to be affected by sual changes associated with the Project components, which are areas

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project
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1 Introduction

where Projectrelated infrastructure, including the proposed alignment, traction power
substation (TPSS), parking facilities, stations, and maintenance and storage facilities (MSF)
could be viewed. The viewsheds for the Project generally include the areas encompassing the
proposed alignments and stations; areas that would be acquired for Projetdted

infrastructure (including TPSS, parking facilities, and MSF); adjacent parcels and any
additional parcels that would have views of and across the proposed alignments and
Projectrelated infrastructure; and adjacent street rightsf-way that parallel, intersect, or face
the Build Alternatives.

To satisfy NEPA requirements, the visual and aesthetic impact analysis presented in this
document follows principles contained within the Federal Highway Administration’s

(FHWA's) Guidelines for the Visual Impact Assessment of Highway RPagjeqited in January
2015. To evaluate potential visual and aesthetic effects of the Build Alternatives, the existing
views, scenic resources, and visual character along and surrounding the proposed
alignments, stations, TPSS, and MSF were surveyed to identify important visual resources
that could be noticeably alted by the Build Alternatives. Visual resources include major
scenic views and scenic resources; predominant land uses; scale of buildings; and substantive
visual elements, such as the presence or absence of landscaping and open space resources.
These evalations were used to create landscape units specific to this Project. Landscape unit
is the geographic unit on which impacts on visual character, viewers, and visual quality are
assessed and defined by viewsheds and landscape type.

Primary viewer groups (g., residents, motorists, pedestrians, people who work in the area)
found along and surrounding the proposed alignments and stations were identified and used to
characterize potential viewer sensitivity and the value that viewer groups may place on views
and visual elements. Typically, viewer sensitivity is based on the visibility of resources in the
landscape, proximity of viewers to the visual resource, relative elevation of the viewers
compared to the visual resource, frequency and duration of viewspmher of viewers, types

and expectations of viewersind the amount of lighting and glareVisual sensitivity varies with
the type of viewer groups and is generally determined by the viewer’'s exposure, awareness, and
distance to changes in the visual envinmnent. Viewer sensitivity can also be affected by the
movement of the viewer. The faster a person moves, the smaller the area on which they are
able to focus their attention.

Viewer groups that are sensitive to changes in the visual environment are rederto as

“sensitive viewer$ and are typically viewer groups that seek the visual resoyrimewhich

their activity is enhanced by the presence of such resouroeto which their activity would be
affected by changes in lighting levels or glare. Changesthe visual environment would have

the greatest effect on sensitive vieweisor the Project, residents, tourists, and users of
parklands and other public places are assumed to be the most sensitive to visual and aesthetic
changes either because their aecities are elective or because they spend a large amount of
time in the area. These viewer groups are likely to be very aware of and concerned about their
views and are likely to have expectations of thisual environment. Users and employees of
commercial, industrial, and office facilities are less sensitive to changes in the visual
environment because these users generally do not utilize these facilities for their visual and
aesthetic values. Motorists and bicyclists on streets are not considered simesitiewers

unless the roadway on which the viewers are traveling is an officially designated scenic
highway, a highway with a designated scenic overlook available to the public, or offers views
of distinctive built or natural features. Motorists and bicyclists on streets generally have lower
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expectations and sensitivity with regards to visual quality than other viewer groups due to the
speed at which they move through the environment.

Existing visual character and quality were obtained through a mix of field observations and
aerial photographs. Potential adverse effects on visual character and quality are based on
analyses of photographs, field observations, Project data, and visual simulations of project
components. Adverse effects on visual character amahklity are typically associated with the
removal of features with aesthetic value, introduction of contrasting urban features into a
local area, and the degree to which project elements detract from the visual character of an
area. The introduction of ngv Projectrelated features may influence the scale, character, or
visual quality of the existing visual environment.

When assessing the effect on visual quality along the Project alignment, each Project
component is evaluated based on its compatibility thithe existing visual character of the
Affected Area and the viewer groups’ sensitivity to the changes in the visual character
associated with project components. The height, mass, form, and lighting of each Project
component, as well as its potential to be a source of glare, were compared to the existing visual
character of the built and natural environment in the Affected Area to determine whether the
components are visually compatible with the visual character of the Affected Area. Project
components ae considered compatible with the visual character of the Affected Area if the
components’ scale, massing, form, lighting, and potential to cause glare do not contrast or
conflict with the visual elements of the Affected Area. In addition, visual simulatisrof

selected areas where the Build Alternativesuld introduce visually prominent features that
could potentially result in the most change to the visual environment are used to assist in
determining how the Build Alternativeswvould affect visual charaer and quality. Locations for
the visual simulations were selected based on areas where Project components could
potentially differ from the existing visual character (e.g., mass, scale, and new visual features
that do not exist in the Affected Area) andfdocations with sensitive viewers.

Viewer sensitivity is evaluated based on how viewer groups would react to changes to the visual
environment. It is ranked as either low (little to no reaction to changes in the visual

environment), moderate (notice chages to visual environment but would not be sensitive to the
change), or high (highly sensitive to changes in the visual environment and would likely react to
the change). Changes in the visual environment that could affect viewer sensitivity include
incompatible scale, massing, form, and lighting levels, as well as reflective surfaces that cast glare.

Based on the changes to visual character and viewer sensitivity in the Affected Area, the
overall visual quality of the Build Alternativesvas qualitatively ategorized as adverse,
beneficial, or neutral

X Adverse— Project components would negatively affect visual quality. Project
components would be visually incompatible with the visual character of the Affected
Area, and/or viewer groups would be highly sensive to changes in visual character
or changes to their views of scenic vistas or scenic resources.

x Neutral — Project components would have little to no change to the visual
environment. Project components would be compatible with the visual character of
the Affected Area, and viewer group sensitivity to the changes in visual character
would be low.

X Beneficial- Project conponents would improve the quality of the visual
environment. Project components would be compatible with the visual character of
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the Affected Area, and visual character would improve by either enhancing visual
resources or by creating better views of those resources, including views of scenic
vistas and scenic resourceédditionally, viewer groups would experience beneficial
changes due to improvements in the visual environment and/or better views of
scenic vistas or scenic resources.

To satisfy CEQA requirements, visual and aestheitiopacts are analyzed in accordance with
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelinesd considered significant if ke Project has the potential to:

X Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;

x Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway;

X In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality
of public views of the site and its surroundings; in urbanized areas, conflict with
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality; or

x Create a new source of substantiaght or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area.

Physical features of the proposed alignments have been considered when assessing changes to
scenic vistas, scenic resources, visual character and quality, light, and glarenBate

significant impacts on scenia/istaswould occur if the Build Alternatives would introduce

physical features that contrast enough with a visually interesting view so that the content and
quality of the view is permanently affected. For scenic resoes; significant impacts would

occur if the Build Alternativesinvolve the loss or obstruction of a valued public view or a valued
scenic resource within a scenic highway. Viewer exposure and sensitivity to visual changes
were also considered when determing potential effects on scenic views and scenic resources.

With regards to visual character and quality, CEQA Guidelirgesction 15387 defines an
urbanized area as “a central city or a group of contiguous cities with a population of 50,000 or
more, togethe with adjacent densely populated areas having a population density of at least
1,000 persons per square mile.” Based on this CEQA Guidelidegnition, the jurisdiction

within the Affected Area areconsideredurbanized areas. The population of the citiex Los
Angeles, Huntington Park, South Gate, Downey Paramount, and Bellflower, as well as the
unincorporated FlorenceFirestone community, are greater than 50,000. While the

population of the cities of Bell, Cudahy, Artesia, and Cerritos are less than0B0, persons,

the population of these jurisdictions in combination with one or two other contiguous
incorporated cities is greater than 50,000 persons. Each jurisdiction within the Affected Area
has a population density greater than 5,000 persons per squaiite. Additionally, according

to the US Census Bureau Urbanized Area Outline Map (Census 26ff0)os Angeles.ong
BeachSanta Ana, all the jurisdictions within the Affected Area are urbanized areas. Since the
Project would occur in an urbanized area, a significant impact would occur if the Build
Alternativesconflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality.

Significant impacts related to light and glare would occur if Projeptlated light from station
platforms, access pathays, light rail vehicles (LRVs), and parking facilities spills over onto
light-sensitive uses, such as residential uses, or if Projeelated light causes glare at
light-sensitive uses. The introduction of new light sources in lolit areas and the potetial of
the Build Alternativesto introduce reflective surfaces were also considered when evaluating
light and glare impacts.
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2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This section describes the No Build Alternative and the four Build Alternatives studied in the
WSAB Transit @rridor Draft EIS/EIR, including design options, station locations, and MSF
site options. The Build Alternatives were developed through a comprehensive alternatives
analysis process and meet the purpose and need of the Project.

The No Build Alternative am four Build Alternatives are generally defined as follows:

x No Build Alternative - Reflects the transportation network in the 2042 horizon year
without the proposed Build Alternatives. The No Build Alternative includes the
existing transportation network along with planned transportation improvements that
have been committed to and identified in the constrained Metro 2009 Long Range
Transportation Plan (2009 LRTP) (Metro 2009a) and SCAG 220840 RTP/SCS
(SCAG 2016a), as well as additional projects funded by Measure M that would be
completed by 2042.

x Build Alternatives The Build Alternatives consist of a new LRT line that would
extend from different termini in the north to the same terminus in the City of Artesia
in the south. The Build Alternatives are fferred to as:

Alternative 1: Los Angeles Union Station to Pioneer Station; the northern
terminus would be located underground at Los Angeles Union Station (LAUS)
Forecourt

Alternative 2: 7th Street/Metro Center to Pioneer Station; the northern terminus
would be located underground at 8th Street between Figueroa Street and Flower
Street near 7th Street/Metro Center Station

Alternative 3: Slauson/A (Blue) Line to Pioneer Station; the northern terminus
would be located just north of the intersection of Longdach Avenue and
Slauson Avenue in the City of Los Angeles, connecting to the current A (Blue)
Line Slauson Station

Alternative 4: F105/C (Green) Line to Pioneer Station; the northern terminus
would be located at-IL05 in the city of South Gate, connectingp the C (Green)
Line alorg the I-105

Two design options are under consideration for Alternative 1. Design Option 1 would locate
the northern terminus station box at the LAUS Metropolitan Water District (MWD) east of
LAUS and the MWD building, below the laggage area parking facility. Design Option 2
would add the Little Tokyo Station along the WSAB alignment. The Design Options are
further discussed in Section 2.3.6

Figure 2-1 presents the four Build Alternatives and the design options. In the north,
Alternative 1 would terminate at LAUS and primarily follow Alameda Street south
underground to the proposed Arts/Industrial District Station. Alternative 2 would terminate
nea the existing 7th Street/Metro Center Station in the Downtown Transit Core and would
primarily follow 8th Street east underground to the proposed Arts/Industrial District Station.
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Figure 2-1. Project Alternatives

Source: Metro, 2020
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